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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 7-13 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Specification 

1 . The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: It is believed that 
there are various errors in the disclosure due to an inadequate translation (possibly by machine) 
as evidenced in the Applicant's amendment and remarks filed November 3, 2008. It is strongly 
suggested by the Examiner that the applicant thoroughly reviews the specification, particularly 
pages 7-1 1 to ensure that the invention is disclosed correctly and completely. It should be noted 
that no new matter is to be entered. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

2. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

3. Claims 7-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply with 
the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not described in 
the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with 
which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. Applicant has amended 
Claim 7 to include the limitation that entails the MOSFET transistor turning on or remaining on 
"when a short circuit to the high on board electrical system voltage is conducted to the drain". 
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There is no support for such a limitation in the applicant's disclosure. Upon the applicant's 
amendment on November 3, 2008, the term "cut-off' has been replaced with "pinch-off based 
on a translation error. The German word in question is confirmed to be translated into "pinch off 
region" or "saturated region" as seen in the translation provided by the Interactive Terminology 
for Europe. It is considered that the pinch off region occurs within or is synonymous with a 
transistor's saturated region. Based on Applicant's disclosure on Pages 9 and 10, it is considered 
beyond the scope of one skilled in the art to perform the act of reducing the voltage Vgs of a 
transistor Tl to its threshold voltage and place it in its saturated or pinch-off region of operation 
since it is known in the art that by reducing Vgs to its threshold voltage places it in a cut-off or 
near cut-off mode of operation. 

4. In the event that applicant removes the aforementioned limitations, the previous rejection 
will stand as seen below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 7-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gscheidle 
(U. S. Patent 6,031,705) in view of Williams (U. S. Patent 6,172,383). 

3. In re Claim 7, Gscheidle teaches a device for protecting an electronic module disposed in 
a control device in a multi-voltage on-board electrical system having an accumulator with a low 
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on-board electrical system voltage against short circuiting to a high on-board electrical system 
voltage as seen in Figure 1, comprising: 

• a MOSFET (T2) transistor having a drain source path inserted between a control device 
connection (Uel) and a connection of the electronic module (Ual), and with: 

o a source connected to the connection of the electronic module 
o a drain connected to the control device connection 
o a gate 

• a Zener diode (D5) connected between said gate and said source of said MOSFET 
transistor 

• a gate resistor (R4) connected between said gate of said MOSFET transistor and a 
positive pole of the first accumulator (Ubatt) 

4. The teaching of Gscheidle does not teach a diode connected in parallel with the gate 
resistor. 

5. Williams teaches as seen in Figures 8A-D that it is known to connect a diode across a 
gate resistor to allow the voltage to fall much faster during removal of a triggering signal and to 
rise at a slower rate to prevent any ringing and overshooting during initiation of a triggering 
signal (Column 7 Lines 25-36). 

6. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize the gate diode as taught by Williams in order to turn off the 
protective transistor more rapidly when a fault voltage is detected and thus reduce the risk of 
damage to the protected circuitry while turning on the protective transistor at a slower rate to 
prevent any ringing and overshooting. 
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7. The examiner would like to note that neither the teaching of Gscheidle or Williams 
specifically teach implementing the protective device as discussed thus far in a multi-voltage 
system. Upon their combination, they do possess all of the structural elements as claimed and 
are therefore considered capable of matching the intended use of being used in a multi-voltage 
system. 

8. In re Claim 8, Gscheidle teaches that the electronic module is disposed in control device 
for controlling low-power consumers or for processing/transmitting data (Column 1 Lines 15- 
47). 

9. In re Claim 9, Gscheidle teaches that Zener diode is configured with a breakdown voltage 
lower than a maximum permitted gate source voltage of said MOSFET transistor (Column 3 
Lines 55-57). 

10. In re Claim 10, Gscheidle as modified by Williams discloses the claimed invention 
except for the source voltage of the transistor being specifically limited to a value which is the 
difference of the accumulator voltage and the threshold voltage. It would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to limit the source 
voltage of the transistor (which is also the voltage being supplied to the protected circuitry) to a 
value that will not harm the circuitry being protected since it has been held that discovering an 
optimum value of a result effective variable involves only routine skill in the art. In re Boesch, 
617 F. 2d 272, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 1980). 

11. In re Claim 1 1 , Gscheidle teaches that upon detection of an over voltage condition, the 
gate voltage is reduced by shorting the gate voltage via transistor Tl (Column 4 Lines 7-12). 
Upon modification by Williams, the shorting of this voltage would result in the gate diode being 
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activated and therefore limiting the voltage across the gate resistor/diode parallel pair to the 
diode's activation voltage. As the voltage of the accumulator is being reduced as a result of 
being shorted, it should be easily seen that the voltage supplied to the gate would not be higher 
than the activation voltage of the diode in combination with the reduced accumulator voltage. 

12. In re Claim 12, Gscheidle teaches that the protective circuit is integrated in an ASIC 
(Column 1 Lines 15-47). 

13. In re Claim 13, Gscheidle teaches that the multi-voltage on-board electrical system is a 
motor vehicle on-board electrical system (Column 1 Lines 15-47). 

5. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to CHRISTOPHER J. CLARK whose telephone number is 
(571)270-1427. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 10:00-6:00 EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richard Elms can be reached on 571-727-1869. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



CJC 

1/8/2009 

/Stephen W Jackson/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2836 



